232.   INDIAN ECONOMICS

A friend has placed in my hands a bulletin on Indian Piece-
Goods Trade prepared by Mr, A. G. Coubrough C.B.E. by order
of the Government of India, It contains the following prefatory
note :

The Government of India desire it to be understood that the state-
ments made and the views expressed in this bulletin are those of the
author himself.

If so, why has the Government of India burdened the taxpayer
with the expense of such bulletins? The one before me is 16th
in the series. Do they publish both the sides of the question ?

The bulletin under review is intended to be an answer to the
swadeshi movement. It is an elaborate note containing a number
of charts showing the condition of imports and home manufacture
of piece-goods including hand-woven. But it does not assist the
reader in studying the movement. The painstaking author has
bestowed no pains upon a study of the present movement or its
scope. That the Government of India treats the greatest construc-
tive and co-operative movement in the country with supreme
contempt and devotes people's money to a vain refutation instead
of a sympathetic study and treatment is perhaps the best condem-
nation that can be pronounced upon the system under which it is
carried.

The author's argument is :

1.  The movement if successful will act not as a protective but
a prohibitive tariff.

2.  This must result in merely enriching the Indian capitalist
and punishing the consumer,

3.  The imports are non-competitive in that the bulk of the
kind of piece-goods imported are not manufactured in India.

4.  The result of boycotting such piece-goods must be   high
prices  without  corresponding  benefit.

5.  The boycott therefore being against the law of supply and
demand and against the consumer must fail in the end.

6.  The destruction of hand-spinning which I have deplored is
due to natural causes, viz., the invention of time-saving appliances
and was therefore inevitable.

7.  The Indian farmer is responsible for his own ruin in that
he has indolently neglected cotton culture which was once so good.
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